The accurate detection and localisation of retained intraocular foreign bodies (IOFB) is important in the planning of subsequent surgical management. Using a porcine eye model, the authors have compared the relative detection rates of real time ultrasonography and plain roentgenograms for a variety of IOFBs. With an overall detection rate of 93%, ultrasonography appears to be a considerably more sensitive investigative tool than plain roentgenograms (40%) for the imaging of IOFBs, particularly those that are non-metallic.
With these advances in technology one of the most readily available and inexpensive radio- 
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Identification of intraocular foreign bodies by plain occipito-frontal and lateral X-rays. Comparison of the false positive and false negative rate. Eighteen eyes without intraocular foreign bodies which had been subjected to a small scleral stab incision were analysed to establish the false positive rates for plain roentgenography and ultrasound. These are compared to the false negative rates (missed IOFBs) for both techniques. Occipito-frontal X-ray ; ns=nasal space , p=porcine eye , so=superior orbital margin . 
Materials and Methods
Of the sub-primates, porcine eyes most read ily resemble human eyes in size and anatomy.
One hundred and seventeen fresh (less than eight hours from harvesting) porcine eyes were obtained; 99 of these eyes had a small IOFB placed in the vitreous cavity via a 3-5 mm anterior scleral stab incision at the level of the pars plana which was subsequently closed with a 510 silk suture, the remaining 18 eyes underwent a similar incision and intro duction of fine forceps into the vitreous cavity but without the introduction of an IOFB.
These latter eyes served as the control group.
The eyes were randomly allocated to receive one of the five types of foreign body (Table I) or to serve as controls and were identified by a code number. Thus the radiologist was una- 
Results
The results for orbital ultrasound are pre sented in Table II and those for Plain X -rays in Table III . The results are expressed graphi cally in Figure 1 . The false positive and false negative rate is expressed in 
